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Introduction 
 
For much of the 20th century, the main governance structure and method of service 
delivery of the public sector in western democracies was the bureaucracy. In the late 
20th century however, public choice theorists proposed that political self-interest, not 
public concern for providing a range of community services to citizens, caused 
significant growth in the size of government (Cole 1988).  Further, it was argued this 
growth was accompanied by inefficiencies aggravated by the absence of market 
competition (Cole 1988). The response was the implementation of wide scale changes 
that have been variously described and grouped under New Public Management 
(NPM). The main thrust of NPM was that the public sector needed to be more market 
driven and therefore more like its private sector counterparts. 
 
Over time NPM became enshrined as the principle model for managing. However, 
various critics of NPM emerged arguing that the outcomes had still not delivered a 
responsive and effective public sector (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000); (Yeatman 
1998). An alternative to bureaucratic and market mechanisms was sought, the result 
being the introduction of new participative mechanisms of government described by 
Denhardt and Denhardt (2000) as the new public service. The new public service has 
often been epitomised by the use of networked governance arrangements that allow 
for consultation and collaboration between government and its citizens. 
  
The underpinning logic, goals and manifestations of these three forms of public 
management – bureaucracy, NPM and New Public Service - are well documented. 
However, there has been little consideration to the implications for human resource 
management practice and theory in relation to these very different views of public 
management. Utilising Hood’s (1998) grid/group cultural model of public sector 
management, this paper seeks to unpack the assumptions made in regard to human 
resources under various public sector management models. We argue that the 
different views of public management assume different motivations underpinning 
human resource behaviours and it is these different motivations that need to be 
addressed through the adoption of different HRM practices. Complexity is added 
when it is considered that each of these management styles are presented as pure 
forms of organisation and that, in reality, public sector organisations usually adopt 
characteristics of different models to varying degrees (i.e. hybrid organisational 
forms). As a result these pure forms of public sector management have become 
indistinct and now operate within hybrid organisations where bureaucracy, market 
and networks co-exist (Mandell, 2000; Mandell and Steelman, 2003). 
 
 
Three Views of Public Sector Management 
 
Broadly, over the past three decades views on public sector management have 
traversed three major models - bureaucracy, New Public Management and New 
Public Service. Whereas for much of the 20th century, bureaucracy was the principal 
means of organising, bureaucracy became unpopular due to undesirable outcomes 
including significant growth of the public sector and the inefficiencies associated with 
that growth. 
 
As a result, in the United Kingdom the economic rationalist view promoted by public 
choice theorists was espoused by the Thatcher government and addressed through the 
privatisation and marketisation of public services (Ascher 1987).  Likewise, the 
United States undertook similar reforms during the Reagan era that saw a significant 
shrinking in the size of the public sector in that country. Simultaneously, the 
movement for a decreased role for government in Australia was given impetus as 
public confidence in Government eroded due to its failure to adequately address the 
balance of payments crisis, stagflation and spiraling unemployment in the 1970s 
(Capling, Considine et al. 1998).  Failures of political institutions, such as these, have 
been identified as a significant catalyst to major change in the public sector (Flynn 
1993); (Flynn 2002).  To appease a dissatisfied public therefore, Governments in such 
countries as the United Kingdom, United States, Australia and New Zealand espoused 
many of  the tenets that were grouped by Hood (1991) under the general heading of 
the New Public Management (Hood 1991).   
 
The putting in practice the changes necessary to adopt a NPM approach resulted in 
governments seeking to reinvent themselves (Osborne and Gaebler 1992) through 
increasing the productivity, transparency and efficiency of public sector organisations 
primarily through altering their structures and systems.  While the goals alluded to by 
the tenets of NPM appear both economically and operationally rational, their roots lie 
in the private sector where the reasoning behind the adoption of various management 
strategies has now changed.  It has been contended that organisational change in the 
private sector is no longer aimed at greater efficiency, but rather change is being 
directed to making organisations more similar (DiMaggio and Powell 1983).  
Increasingly private sector organisations have attempted organisational change by 
mimicking the techniques of other organisations in an effort to be more alike rather 
than relying on any objective evidence that such change produces greater 
productivity, cost reduction or efficiency (Burke 1997). Similarly, isomorphic efforts 
in the private sector have included downsizing, re-engineering, devolution of 
managerial responsibility and TQM.  These practices have also formed the basis of 
the practical application of NPM philosophies in the public sector demonstrating the 
propensity of the public sector to imitate their private sector counterparts.  The 
dilemma is that such private sector practices have not always been demonstrated to 
suit the public sector environment and that isomorphic behaviour of importing private 
sector principles and practices has not been effected because of a “best practice” 
model but to “express ideological commitment” (Stewart and Walsh 1992). 
 
Osborne and McLaughlin (2002) identify that public dissatisfaction with the quality 
of public service provision was influenced by a shift in the needs of citizens from a 
basic level of service towards a desire for services that met individual needs (Osborne 
and McLaughlin 2002). It seems somewhat paradoxical then, that the response to 
public choice theorists resulted in changes being undertaken that resulted in a trend 
towards private sector delivery or public sector delivery that sought to resemble that 
of the private sector. This was achieved through various means including the adoption 
of private sector management techniques, contracting out of previously supplied 
public services, corporatisation of government agencies and, in some cases, outright 
privatisation of government organisations. The paradox is that there continues to be 
debates about the extent to which the private sector delivers ‘niche’ products 
compared to the extent that they continue to produce to a mass, undifferentiated 
market. A case in point has been the banking industry where clients have been 
‘encouraged’ to utilise on-line or telephone banking in a ‘one size fits all’ drive to 
rationalise services. 
 
It is therefore not surprising that NPM has failed to deliver the promise of a more 
responsive public sector resulting in a more recent shift to what Denhardt and 
Denhardt (2000) describe as the New Public Service. This latest shift in the views on 
the right way to manage public sector organisations and provide public services has 
resulted in the widespread adoption of co-operative forms of organisation using 
networks as a primary means to address the increasing complexity of the policy arena. 
Networks offer the means to address intractable social problems while also offering 
the benefit of a consultative mechanism through which citizens can be heard (Clarke 
and Stewart, 1997; Huxham, 2000). Networks provide not only a means to engage 
communities, but also a way to build community capacity through the learning 
experiences gained through consultative processes. The result is greater innovation, 
creativity and the creation of public value (Fingleton, Igliori and Morre, 2001; Miozzo 
and Dewick, 2004; Huxham, 2000; Agranoff and McGuire, 2001b). 
 
The above discussion is a brief examination of the general trends in the views on 
public management over the past three decades. It is not meant to construe that a 
distinctive and defining change that casts off earlier views has necessarily occurred in 
practice. There is not doubt, however, that these three views represent significant 
diversity in how public sector organisations should be managed. Indeed, Hood (1998) 
contests that culturally; the different views on public management dislike the 
alternatives and have a natural tendency to pull away from each other. The cultural 
aspect of these views on public management is discussed in the next section of this 
paper. 
  
Enculturation of the Views on Public Sector Management 
 
Hood’s (1998) application of cultural theory to public management is a useful lens 
through which to consider the different views of public management. Its usefulness 
lies in the examination of the underlying basic assumptions regarding these different 
ways to organise and its demonstration of the tensions between four ideal types of 
organisation. 
 
Hood’s model seeks to depict the viable preferences for organisational design based 
on a grid/group axis.  Grid represents the degree to which individuals in an 
organisation are rule bound while group denotes the degree to which individual choice 
is restrained by group decisions (Hood 1998).  Whilst, as Hood (1998) points out, 
many would identify public sector organizations that adopt a fatalist way of public 
management (highly rule bound organizations containing individuals who do not co-
operate), the main focus here is on the three other styles of public management (refer 
diagram 1). The Hierarchist way approximates traditional bureaucracies, the 
individualist way can be considered as aligning with public choice theory and new 
public management and the egalitarian way equates to the recent trend towards 
networked governance forms. Thus these three views on public management are 
closely associated with major paradigmatic shifts in views on public management. As 
we are yet to see a paradigmatic shift to fatalist public management this view is not 
considered further. 
  
 
Diagram 1 - Four styles of public-management organisation: Cultural theory applied 
 
Grid Group  
 Low High 
High The Fatalist Way 
Low cooperation, rule-bound 
approaches to organisation. 
Example: Atomised societies 
sunk in rigid routines (Banfield 
1958). 
The Hierarchist Way 
Socially cohesive, rule-
bound approaches to 
organisation. 
Example: Stereotype 
military structures (Dixon 
1976) 
Low The Individualist Way 
Atomised approaches to 
organisation stressing 
negotiation and bargaining. 
Example: Chicago-school 
doctrines of “government by the 
market” (Self 1993) and their 
antecedents. 
The Egalitarian Way 
High participation structures 
in which every decision is 
“up for grabs” 
Example:  “Dark green” 
doctrines of alternatives to 
conventional bureaucracy 
(Goodin 1992) 
(Hood 1998):9) 
Hood’s model is static, however if we apply a time element to the model the public 
sector could be argued to have broadly shifted from the hierarchist way in the early 
1980s to an individualist way through the adoption of New Public Management tenets 
(Hood 1998:219). Hood (1998:219) proposes that the reality may not be a distinctive 
shift from hierarchy to individualism but that there has come to be a “conjuncture of 
several quite different styles simultaneously”. 
 
The current view of public management is characterised by a distinctive shift to 
networks. The operating logic of networks is collaboration that seeks to draw on the 
collective advantages of increased participation in decision making. The operating 
logic of a network is that interpersonal relations and interactions provide the basis for 
collective action to occur. Encouraging expanded involvement brings in more, often 
diverse information which allows for greater sharing of knowledge, better decision 
making and greater commitment to action.  Using Hood’s (1998) cultural framework, 
the adoption of participatory structures is a characteristic of egalitarian styles of 
public management where every decision is “up for grabs”. With the evident shift to 
networks it can therefore now be surmised that a widespread adoption of ‘egalitarian’ 
views on public management is occurring. This means that the conjuncture of 
hierarchical and individualist styles identified by Hood (1998) is now occurring 
simultaneously with the adoption of egalitarian approaches to public management 
utilising networks as a means of engaging public participation in the mechanisms of 
government. 
 
This trend towards co-existence of various different styles of public management was 
noted by Lowndes & Skelcher (1998) who identified that organisations adopting a 
network mode of governance were also strategically adopting aspects of both state 
and market modes to address the complexity of stakeholder demands. Hood (1998) 
contends, however, that while a logical scenario would be to see the four quadrants of 
the model, and therefore the four styles of public management, converging towards 
the centre, the trend has not been towards convergence but rather divergence.  This 
situation arises because each “way of life” dislikes the alternatives and distances 
themselves from them (Hood 1998). To bring about convergence of the four 
organisational types therefore appears unlikely as the quadrants represent seemingly 
irreconcilable cultural views on the right way to organise (Hood 1998). 
 
It is therefore argued in this paper, that the co-existence of these various types of 
public sector management create tensions in how to effectively address, through 
human resource practices, the underpinning assumptions of each organisational type. 
 
Human Resource Management Implications  
  
The simultaneous adoption of various styles of public management has notable 
implications for the way in which human resource management is approached. 
Clearly, the co-existence of these various styles means that both public sector 
management and the management of human resources becomes more complex as 
each approach implies different underlying beliefs, particularly in regard to the values 
and motivation of individuals. 
 
HRM and the Bureaucratic/Hierarchist Way 
 
Bureaucracies dominated much of organizational theory and practice for both public 
and private sectors for much of the 20th century. Bureaucracies, as defined by Weber 
(tr. 1978), are characterized by centralization, hierarchy, authority, discipline, rules, 
career, division of labour and tenure. At their core is the notion of “organization as a 
machine” where the primary role of labour is as a means of production and where, 
therefore, there is little place for or consideration of humanistic elements (Gerth and 
Mills 1958). Control is central to bureaucracies and control occurs through adherence 
to both organizational and group rules as outlined in Hood’s Grid/Group Model 
(Diagram 1). The major benefits of bureaucracies are considered to be the equitable 
outcomes deliverable through adherence to these strict rules and regulations 
(O'Faircheallaigh, Wanna et al. 1999). 
 
The popularity of bureaucracies has been based on the belief that they are capable of 
attaining the highest degree of efficiency. This efficiency is achieved through 
employee devotion to the specific duty of public office which creates commitment 
and therefore efficiency (Lane 1998).  To support and foster this devotion to public 
office specific human resource and employment relations traditions have underpinned 
traditional bureaucracies. These include lifelong employment and stable and certain 
career progression. These traditional characteristics of public sector employment were 
set in place to limit political interference in the appointment and reward of public 
servants thus supporting a ‘frank and fearless’ public service capable of fulfilling its 
role in delivering fair and equitable outcomes to citizens (Weber, tr. 1978). 
 
The notion of the benevolent public servant substantially motivated by a desire for 
public service was critically appraised by Buchanan (1978) who argued that there 
must be acknowledgement that human behaviour is principally based on self-interest 
and that the institutions, including that of government, need to change so that they 
align with ‘the empirical realities of man’s moral limitations’ (Buchanan 1978, 364). 
It was therefore argued that the public sectors of many western (and particularly 
Anglo-speaking) nations had grown overly large and unresponsive. This was due, not 
to public concern for providing a range of community services to citizens, but self 
interested public servants focused on empire building (Cole 1988).  The response was 
an introduction of market mechanisms that sought to shrink the size of the public 
sector and open many of its services to competition. Management processes and 
human resource practices were re-aligned based on the assumption of an 
individualistic, self-interest motive to job performance. 
 
HRM and the Individualist Way 
 
Buchanan’s (1978) contention commenced both a theoretical re-thinking of the 
institution of the public service and a recasting of it in actuality. The public sectors of 
much of the western, English speaking world have subsequently been subjected to 
significant transformation. These reforms have been broadly grouped under the 
banner of “New Public Management”. 
 
There has been much considered debate about how New Public Management is (or 
can be) defined and, if it can be decidedly defined, then the extent to which there has 
been adoption of its tenets on a global scale (Pollitt and Bockaert 2000; Pollitt 2001). 
There are, however, a number of identifiable principles that have broadly been 
accepted as comprising NPM and that have, at least individually, formed a target for 
governments internationally (Pollitt 2001). In an early consideration of NPM as a 
trend in public management, Hood (1991) identified the following as comprising its 
principle objectives: 
 
“Hands-on professional management; 
Explicit standards and measures of performance; 
Greater emphasis on output controls; 
A shift to disaggregation of units in the public sector; 
A shift to greater competition in the public sector; 
A stress on private sector styles of management practice; 
A stress on greater discipline and parsimony in resource use.”  
(Hood 1991:4-5) 
In a further discernment of NPM, Pollitt (2001) elaborated some of these 
characteristics. In particular, he noted a shift in management focus from inputs and 
processes to outputs and outcomes; a focus on the measurement of performance 
manifested in the introduction of performance indicators and standards; a shift away 
from hierarchical bureaucracies; the marketisation of public services and “a shift in 
value priorities away from universalism, equity, security and resilience and towards 
efficiency and invidualism” (Pollitt, 2001:474). All these characteristics assume a 
fundamentally different view of human resources and their management. 
 
NPM and the HRM manifestations of it propose a very different view of employee 
motivation. Unlike the bureaucratic view of public management, employees are 
motivated not through service to the public, but instead the achievement of specific 
goals and the individual rewards to be attained through the achievement of those 
goals. This fits with modern, private sector theories of motivation, in particular, 
expectancy theory and leads to a very different view of how staff performance should 
be measured and rewarded. As a result, NPM initiatives have focused on the 
implementation of many private sector human resource management practices 
including the introduction of performance management systems (Selden, Ingraham et 
al. 2001) many of which have incorporated performance-based measures such as 
performance-based pay and promotion based on performance. Performance based 
systems are founded on rational choice theories of motivation which argue that 
individuals are motivated to perform by the opportunity to maximise personal return 
and that individuals therefore make choices that achieve this aim. The implementation 
of these human resource practices thus aligns with Buchanan’s (1978) contention that 
human beings are primarily motivated by human self-interest. 
 
However, just as bureaucracy came under fire from Public Choice theorists, NPM has 
also not been without its critics. As Selznick (Selznick 1996) points out: 
 
“After many years of theorising, the ideal of an effective, fair, and 
responsive bureaucracy remains elusive.  Our society desperately needs 
organised ways of dealing with social problems; we cannot rely solely 
on market strategies.”  (Page 276) (emphasis added). 
 
As the 20th century drew to an end therefore, doubts were posited as to whether NPM 
was delivering the type of outcomes the public demanded. While greater efficiency 
through NPM mechanisms remains for some a significant aim, what has also emerged 
is the need to respond to public demands for a greater say in decision-making 
processes (Denhardt and Denhardt 2000); (Yeatman 1998).  Rather than being based 
on theories of economic rationalism and public choice, the “New Public Service” 
approach is founded on theories of democratic citizenship and participation. The 
manifestations of the New Public Service are the implementation of public 
consultative mechanisms to involve citizens in decision making and policy, and 
greater engagement of government with the community. The New Public Service 
forms an egalitarian view of public management. 
 
HRM and the Egalitarian Way 
 
Creating an environment for citizen participation in decision making has, in recent 
times, been seen as a way forward to overcome the weaknesses of both markets and 
bureaucracies. Such an environment fits with the depiction of ‘egalitarian way’ of 
public management outlined by Hood (1998). This way views collectivism and in 
particular, collective decision making as central. These characteristics of the 
‘egalitarian’ view on public management allow actors from a range of sectors to form 
and reform into action networks to respond to existing and emergent issues. 
Unlike the hierarchy and market, with their emphasis on authority and finance as the 
linking elements or driving elements for collective action, within, there is now a 
return to essential social aspects of  mutuality, commitment to higher order goals and 
collective benefit as the ‘glue that binds’ (Powell, 1990).  That is NPM had a highly 
individualist orientation – set people against each other – competing for services.  
While NPM did create effieicncy and effectivenees – it did it at social cost - ripping 
the social fabric Not only does self interest ‘corrupt’ warned Handy (1998, cited in 
Funnell 2001: 74) but it has not regard for duty or responsibility.  
 
Davis and Rhodes explain the rationale for the shift to a networked mode:  
Marketisation may have introduced the private sector and quality competition 
to delivering services, but it also fragmented the institutional structure of the 
public sector. Networks put it back together again (2000: 95) 
 
Whereas Buchanan (1978) argued that human behaviour is principally based on self-
interest and that the institutions, including government, need to change so that they 
align with this empirical reality, public bureaucracies rest on the belief that public 
servants are somehow motivated differently (Brewer, Selden and Facer 2000; Lewis 
and Frank 2002). That is, based on a collective desire to do good – a mutuality around 
the notions of ‘public service’. Under egalitarian ways of organising, a desire to do 
‘public good’ is maintained, however there is a different motivation within this 
domain. Altruism has a place, albeit limited, in that there is an identification of a 
desire to take action because it is the right thing to do (Keast et al 2004; 2006). 
Importantly, this sometimes matches the intent and direction of the base organisation; 
while at other times it might be a more responsive action guided by the group. Thus 
rule-bound organisations give way to cultures that are driven by the collective. 
 
Because organisational rules become less important and power is devolved to the 
networks, such arrangements become difficult to ‘steer’ from a distance (Rhodes,   ). 
Further as Mandell (2000) has pointed out it becomes necessary to step into the others 
shoes. There is a duality of function in that individuals become both a network 
member with attendant roles, responsibilities and commitments as an organisational 
member. The responsibilities as an organisational member are sometimes in conflict 
with that of the responsibilities of the network member which may cause role 
confusion.  
 
Under egalitarian ways of organising and thinking, new ways of working are adopted. 
These require different and new skills – in particular the ability to co-operate and 
collaborate across organisational boundaries. It is therefore identified that numerous 
new HR practices need to be put in place to support networked arrangements 
including training that addresses the necessary skill development required and 
recruitment practices that target specialist collaborative and mediatory skills. 
 
 
Model Development 
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Challenges for Human Resource Management 
 
These rapid changes in the public sector would have been considered to have major 
implications for human resource management practice, and indeed this has been the 
case. However, changes in HRM practices have been poorly implemented, poorly 
received and resulted in less than satisfactory results for public sector personnel with 
implications for quality of service provision. The transition from Bureaucracy to New 
Public Management prompted the implementation of various HRM practices based on 
economic rationalist views of motivation. The espoused view is that individuals are 
motivated by extrinsic reward. 
 
From the literature exploration presented in this paper, the public sector has become a 
complex environment for the management of human resources. The public sector can 
no longer be considered as an amorphous institution with a singular culture and value 
set. Rather, the public sector is increasingly comprised of organisations with varying 
degrees of ‘public sectorness’ from old bureaucratic departments through to highly 
individualistic, financially savvy government corporations. Each has its own human 
resource challenges and needs to implement the right mix of human resource practices 
to meet each organisation’s individual needs.  
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